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B-217675 



Septeniber 19^ 1986 



The Hbhorable Alan Crahs ton 
United States Senate 

The Honorable Daniel J, Evans 
United States Senate 



This report responds to your January 28 r 1986, request for an 
update on pay equity studies and related activities in the 
states (a^, II. We gathered infot^atioh through a mail 
questionnaire focused on the types of job evaluation systems 
usedforclassif ied state employees^ pay .equity policies in 
the states^ pay equity studies^ and pay equity litigation. 
(See appi ill for a copy of the questionnaire.) 

fts agreed with your of f ices , information gathered regarding 
pay equity^litigation in the states was included in a 
July 29^1986^ letter (B-217675 ) i The July 29 letter also^ 
covered portions of: the request that asked for an update on 
relevant pay inequality cases invo state, and 

Ibeal.govermnents and an analyst of the difference between 
the scope ofthe Equal Pay Act of 1963 and the statutory 
objectives of the General Schedule classification system. 

In summary, the responses to bur questionnaire showed 



46 of the 48 states responding to our surv^ job 
evaluation to set pay for classified positions; 



— of those 46 states, 34 used one method of job 
evaluation for all jobs, most commonly a pdirit-factdr 
system; 

~ 10 of the states responding to the questionnaire had a 
written pay equity or comparabie worth policy; 

— 27 of the states responding had gathered data on their pay 
and classification systems and determined whether there 
were sex-based wage differences and/or occupational 
segregation; 
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— 20 States haQz conducted pay equity studiestfiat compared 
the pay of male and female job classes with comparable 30b 
evaluatibh scdres; and 

— 5 states had condiiicted pay equity studies which compared 
the pay of male acid female employees with comparable 
individual characiberistics. 

fts arranged with_ your o copies of this report are ^ 

being sent to interested parties and will be made available 
to others upon request, if you have any questions, please 
call me on (202) 275-6204 • 



RosslyA S. Kleeman 
Senior Associate Director 
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Unsa sum Stmt 



WASHINGTON, OC 20510 



January 28, 1986 



The Hohbrable Charles A, Bowsher 
Comptroller. General of theBhited States 
U.S. General::Accouihtin§ Office 
Washington^ D.C. 20548 



Dear Mr« Comptroller Generals 



We are Writing to request that you prepare a supplementary 
report pursuant to pay equity and federal 30b classification 
practices. 

This rejpbrt should include: 

1 (1) an update on pay equity studies and related activities 
in the states; 

i2i ah update on relevant pay<*inequaiity cases involving 
federal, state and local governments; ahd^ 

(3) an analysis of the difference between the icbpe of the 
Equal Pay Act of 1963 and the statutory objectives of the federal 
classification system (see 5 UiSiC. 5101 et SBXj . ) . 

_ We appreciate your attention to this matter and look forward 
to receiving your report. 
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SUMMARy^F QUESTIONNAIRE RESBETS 

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE > AND HETHeDOIiOSY 

5^Se objective of this review was to describe the status of 
state job evaiaatioh systems, pay equity pdliciesi^ and pay 
equity studies. To achieve this objective^ we used the results 
of an informal telephone survey that we conducted in the summer 
and fall of 1985, and other information we had gathered to 
design a mail questibnhairei {See app,^ lli for a copy of the 
questibhhairej) After pretesting the questionnaire in two 
states and the District of Columbia^ we mailed the survey to 
personnel officials in each of the 50 states in April 1986, 
Followup letters and telephone calls were made in May ^ June, and 
July to encourage nonrespbhdelits to complete the questionnaire. 
By the middle of - July^ ebmpleted questionnaires were received 
from 48 states; Alab£ma_ and Pennsylvania chose not to 
participate in the survey^ Finally, we telephoned over 
three-fourths of the states to obtain additional information and 
to ensure the accuracy of their responses. 

Because we were hot able to verify the accuracy of the 
information we received^ the results represent the states' own 
descriptions of their _ job-evaluation systems and pay equity 
activities^ Definitions of such terms as "pay equity" and "job 
evaluation" were drawn from the personnel and pay equity 
literature. 

STAT^ CH ARACTERiSTICS 

The first portion of the questionnaire gathered information 
on the states' workforce characteristics (questions 1 through 
3)i_ As tabis II. 1 indicates, the total number of positions 
lincluding classified-'- and unclassified, and full- and 
part-time) in each state varied widely^ with seven states having 
15,000 or less positions and eight having over 75,000 
positions^ The number of classified positions also varied 
significantly. 



^Since similar positions may be considered classified in one 
state and not classified in another^ no single definition for 
"classified position" was used^ -Seherally, though, classified 
positions are cbvered_by the states ' primary personnel statute^ 
Include most positions in the executive branch, and may include 
positions in the judicial or legislative branch as well. 
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^ fable II. i 

Nqmber-of^^^ates by Size Category 
of^otal and Classified Positidhs 



Srnnber of States 

Wuinber of pdsitibris Total^positions Clgsslfied positions 



15,606 OR LESS 


7 


14 


15, 001-30, Odd 


ii 


10 


3d,ddi-4s,ooo 


9 


9 


45»001~60,000 


11 


1 


60,001-75^000 




4 


OVER 75,000 




_± 


Total 


48 


48 



0e also asked the states how onany job classifications or 
discrete job categories they had. Again, we received a broad 
range of answers^ with 5 states having l,ddd jobs or less; 22 
states with 1,001 to l,5dd jobs? 17 states with 1,501 to 3,000 
jobs rand 4 states with more than 3,000 jobs* Two states 
indicated they had more than 7,000 jobs. 

JOB EVftLDATION SYSTEHS 



--3bb evaluation is a process used by organizations to 
determine the worth or value of a job to the orgahizatidh^ 
Virtually all of the states responding to the survey (46 but of 
48) said they use job evaluation to set pay for their classified 
positions (question 4). Of the 46 states using job evaluation, 
34 use only One I system to set_pay for all classified jobs 
(question 51 Six of the reonainihg 12 states use 2 job 
evaluation^ systems and the other 6 states use between 3 and 11 
such systems to set pay.^ 

Several states indicated that they have formal pl^^ to 
change the number of job evaluation systeaas they use (question 
lli. Of the 12_states using more than one system, 2 states 
indicated-^ that they were in the process of consolidating their 
systems to a single method and 2 states said that they were 



2pne state has two major systems that cover 96 percent of the 
state's classified positions. The remaining are non-civil 
service positions that are covered by 20 similar systems. We 
considered this state to have two^systems. Another state which 
was in the process of convertihg from one single system to 
another single system was categorized as having two systems 
beisaase^ at the time of bur survey, both systems were in use. 
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pilatioing to use fewer systems^- On tSe other hand two of the 
states wits bniy one job evaluation system said they planned to 
use more systeiD8s_ imether conso or expanding the nuinber 

of- systems they_use, the reasons most commonly given for such 
changes by state personnel officials were generally the 
same — administrative efficiencv^ internal consistency, and/or 
pay equity (question 12). 

Job evaluation methods 



-- We also asked stats personnel officials to describe the 
job evaluation systemis used in their state (question 61* Pour 
general methods of job evaluation commonly described in 
personnel literature served as categories in our survey--- 
ranking, grading^ pbint^faetbr, and factor comparison. |^See 
p. 17 of app» III for definitions of these evaluation methods.) 
Ah "other* category was also provided for those states whose 
systems did not fit easily into the four categories. The most 
conmbnly used method, either by itself or in combinatibn with 
some other method, is the point-factor method (used in 21 
states), followed by grading (13 statesl, ranking (7 states), 
and factor comparison (3 states)* Teh states said that ihey use 
some other tj^bf system* mbst cbmmbhly a combination of two of 
the four general inethbdSi^ 

_ The 34 states which used only one job evaluation system to 
set pay for all their classified jobs followed a similar 
pattern^ Fourteen states said they use the pbint-f actor 
technique, followed by grading (9 statesl, ranking (6 states), 
"other" (^4 states)^ and factor cbmparisbnd state). Pour of 
the states with bhly one evaluation system indicated that they 
were changing from-one method to another. Three were converting 
to a point-factor method, and one to a combination point- f actbr 
and factor comparison system. Of the 12 states that said that 
they-use more than one job evaluation System, 7 use the 
point-factor method, 4 use grading, 1 uses ranking^ 2 use factor 
comparison, and; € use sbme bther type of_systemi for a total of 
20 systems. Table II.2shbws the types of jbb evaluation 
methods being used by the 46 states using job evaluation to set 
pay fbr classified emplbyees. 



3in this and subsequent questibhs where the respondents cbuld 
check mbre them bhe response category^^ the numbers in the 
narrative may hot correspbnd to the numbers reported in the 
questionnaire in Appendix III. Similarly, where subsets of 
states are discussed separately, the statistics in the 
narrative were drawn from an analysis of the data and are hot 
found in the questionnaire in Appendix III* 
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- TABLE II. 2 

T^ff>es^of Job-Evaluation Methods Used 
py Number of Systems in the StateF " 

Evaluatign method used by 

states with one system Hu^er of states 

Point factor 14 

Grading 9 

Ranking 6 

Factor Comparison 1 
Other 



Subtotal 34 



Bvaiiaation methods used by 
states with two or more systems 

She point factor /one other 2 

Two point factor^ 1 

Three point factor 1 

Two grading 1 

Two factor comparison 1 

One grading/one other 1 

One point factor/two grading/two other 1 
One point factbr/tWb ranking/ 

bhe factbr cbmparisbh _ 1 

Twb point factbr/bhe grading 1 

Seven other 1 

Eleven other ^ 

Subtotal 12 



poBlfcions^- covered 



We also asked the states to describe the types of positions 
covered by each of the job evaluation systems they use (question 
8|. (Pot those states with more than ^ we 
requested ^ ihfbrmatibh bh their three largest systems • ) The 
tyE>es^ of _ jobs most- commonly covered by such systems were 
administrative rciericai/secretariai, laborers, craf tspersons, 
managerial, professional, ?uid technical, with at least_4D of the 
46 states indicating that their primaryevaluatibn system^c^ 
those positions. All 34 states with one evaluation system said 
that all these positions were covered by that system; 15 more 
said university employees (honf acuity) were also covered and 6 
included judicial employees in the system. 
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- in contrast* of the 12 states that used more than one job 
evaluation system^ 9 Sad different evaluation systems for 
different types of positions i For example, one state placed all 

its managerial positions under one system and all other 

positions in another. In another states all executive branch 
positions were under one system arid university system positions 
under two other systems* The other three states included some 
of the saiiie types of positions under more than one system. 



Age of eval^iation^systems 

Finally, ,we obtained data on how long each of the states 
had used their present evaluat ion systems (question 15) The 46 
states which used job evaluation toz set_pay_ provided information 
on 64 job evaluation systemSi^ I Again^ for states with more than 
three systems^ we received information on the three largest 
systems* Thus -, the 34 states with only 1 system gave 
information on 34 systems; 6 states reported on 12 systems; and 
6 states provided data on 18 systems, for a total of 64 
systems. ) Generally, = the states had_ used these-systems for some 
time, with 34 of I the 64 systems at least 19 years old and 19 at 
least 20 years old* Twenty- two of the 34 states with only 1 
evaluation system said they had used that system for at least 10 
years; and 14 had been in place for 20 or more years. 

Ten of the 14 states using a single point- factor method had 
been using this method for less than 10 years; 18 of the 20 
states using another method had been doing so for 10 years or 
awire. As table 11*3 indicates^ 12 of the 13 systems in place^ 
less than 5 years were point^f actor systems. Twenty of the 25 
point- factor systems used were less than 10 years old. Fourteen 
of the 19 systems used for 20 years or more were either ranking 
or grading systems arid 19 of the 21 ranking and grading systems 
were 10 years or more old* 



^ TABLE II. 3 

Type ^f Evaluation Method Dsed by Age 
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Type of method 


Years 
0-<5 


system ha 
5-<10 


s been 
1fl-<20 


place 
20* 


Total 


Point Factor 


12 


8 


4 


1 


25 


Grading 


0 


1 


4 


9 


14 


iUihking 


d 


1 


1 


5 


7 


Factor Comparison 


0 


i 


i 


2 


4 


Other 


1 


6 


5 


2 


U 


Total 


13 


17 




19 


64 
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. .One section of the questionnaire was devoted to state pay 
equity policies (questions 13-23ii A pay equity policy was 
defined as any.legislatiqn^ executive order, administrative 
poiicy^-or other pronounce^^ that specifically states a 
compensation goal of equal pay for work of comparable worth or 
value for state employees. A clear distinction was drawn 
between equal pay for comparabie worth r and equal pay for 
equal work as in the Equal Pay Act~oI~l 963 i We also indicated 
that we did not consider pronouncements which only authorized a 
pay equity study or evaluation of job classes to be a pay equity 
pblicyi 

Ten of the 4? states responding indicated that they had a 
written pay equity or comparable worth policy ( question 13 ) . 4 
That policy was established by legislation^ 7 of the 10 
states, by administrative policy in 2 states, and by executive 
order in I state {question 14). The impetus for such policries 
was most commonly attributed to the governor, the legislature^ 
the unions, and women's interest groups (question 15U All or 
virtually all classified positions were covered by the policy in 
all 10 states. 5 Three states' pay equity policies covered 
every job in the states (classified and nonclassified) and three 
other states covered some nonclassified positions (question 16). 

- -Six of the 37 states that said they did not have a pay 
equity policy stated that they had formal plans to adopt such a 
policy, most cofflffionly through legislation Iquestiqhs 3.9 and 
21), _ All six states indicated that state employee unions 
provided an impetus for the consideration of the pay equity 
policy; five of the six also cited the governor, state personnel 
officials^ the legislature^ or women's interest groups (question 
20). All six states expected all classified positions to be 
covered by the policy, and one state said some nonclassified 
positions would be covered (question 22) i 



^One state said it did not know whether it has or is considering 
a pay equity policy because it said it has cbnflietihg policies 
in effect, its pay equity statute includes a provision that 
pay is ^contingent on and superseded by collective-bargaining. 
Thus; it said it could not say whether it has such a policy or 
nbti 

Sfiight states said their policy covers all classified 

positions. One state's pay equity policy c«>»e?s 9B percent of 
the state' s classified positions^ excluding positions outside 
of its general schedule^ The other state's policy covers 98 
percent of its classified positions, excluding some high~ level 
admihistrative jobs. 
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Bg BQBITY SgHBIES 

The next portion o£ the survey contained a series o£ j 
questions on three general categories of pay e^ 
studies conducted by the states i tlj data cbllectioh efforts 
that identify any sex^based wage-differences or occupational 
segregation by sex among state employees; ( 2 ) 4ob content-pay 
egnity -studieg that compare the pay of male and female job 
classes with comparable job evaluation scores; and (31 ecgnomic 
pay^ eq uity ^tudies which cpsipare the pay of male and female 
employees with comparable Individual characteristics^ such as 
education or experience. The survey also asked w^ 
states had -conducted pay equity stud which combined 30b 
content and individual ch^ I the preferred option in 

bur- report on Options -for Conduct i ng a Pay-Equlty^tudy^of 
PederaJ^Pay-and^Classxfl cation S ystem ^ GAO/GGD-85-37 , March 1, 
1985) or which focused on the pay of minority employees. 
Finally, the survey asked whether the ^states tracked the pay 
equity activities of other states^ Qf the 48 states responding 
to the questionnaire^ 28 indicated that they had conducted at 
least one of the three general types of pay equity analyses. 



The most common type of pay equity analysis was data 
collection. Twenty-seven states said they had collected data on 
sex-based pay differences and/or occupational segregatidh 
(question 26}^ with most studies focused on both attributes (22 
statesjik While 15 states cbhdueted_this_type b once, 
the remaining 12 states conduct at least two such data 
collections, with 6 states performing four or more data 
collections (question 27). 

For those states that had conducted four or more data 
collectiohs^ the remaining qu^ this section b£ the 

survey focused oh the three most recent studies^- In all , the _ 
survey gathered information on 39 such s^ conducted by the 

states^ The data collection efforts were most commonly 
initiated by legislation, followed by administrative action and 
executive action (question 29), and were most often conducted by 
state personnel or a combinatidh of state persbhhel and a 
consultant. Three of the 39 studies were conducted solely by 
consultants (question 38 }• 



^out half of the 39 studies included all job classes in 
the state; the others (20 studies) focused on a sample of those 
job classes (question 3lj . Where a sample was used, it was 
chosen in a variety of ways (question 32) ^ About half of the 
studies used: only one of t 

while the other half useda combination of the^ Of the 

states usingonly one criterion, the most CO 
feroale^dominated job classes (5 studies) and highly-populated 
job classes (3 studies). In three studies using a combination 
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of criteria^ the S£usple consisted of highl]|f~populated ^ male- and 
femaie-dominated classes selected at random. 

One-third of the data coliections (13 out of 391 used a 
steering conmittee or task force representing interested _ ^ 
grdupsc The roles of _ the steering-committees varied from study 
to stady^ but-most steering committees oversa^ the effort while 
some other group actually conducted the analysis (question 34). 
In three cases, the committee, in addition to overseeing the 
study f also uaed the study results to make reconmendations about 
pay equity.^ In three other studies, the task force determined 
the scope of the study, oversaw the study, and made 
recoromendatidhs based bh the results i 

- - 0f the 39 data collections described, 38 were completed by 
the time of our survey. The amount of time needed to complete 
the analyses ranged from 1 to 78 weeks, with the median length 
of time for the first study being 11,5 weeks (question 35) i 
Subsequent studies appeared to take less timej^^ with the median 
for the second study being 6 weeks and 4 weeks for the third - 
study. Twenty-nine of the stiadies concluded tha^ sex^based wage 
di f f erehces ex isted ; 28 found evidence of sex^based occupational 
segregation (question 36). 6 At the conclusion of the studies, 
the results often were referred^ to the state personnel office, 
the governor, and the legislature (question 371. In 25 studies, 
the results were sent to all three offices^ The data 
collections most commonly resulted in a fbllowup study (14 - 
studies! * Pour of the studies- led_ to the adoption of a new pay 
equity policy, eight led to changes in existing pay or personnel 
policies^ and six led to pay equity salary increases (question 
3B)i 

Job cont ent studies 



. - &s noted above ^ a job ebhteht pay equity study compares the 
pay of -male_and- female job classes with comparable job 
evaluation scores^ {See pp» 26 through 36 of^our report on 
ept i on s for Cond uctiag^^ Pay Equity Study of Federal Pay and 
C lassification Systems for a discussion of these studiei.) 
Twenty of the 48 states responding to the questionnaire _ 
indicated that they Had conducted stach a study^ and -7 states 
said they had done so more than once (questions 41 and 42) . 
Subsequent questions gathered data on 29 job content studies 
conducted in those 26 states. 



^dne state said it could not conciude on the basis of the data 
gathered Whether sex^based wage differences existed o^ noti 
The state did^ however^ obnelude that occupational segregation 
existedi-Thus^ the total number of studies reaching a 
conclusion regarding sex-based wage differences is 37, while 38 
states reached a conclusion regarding occupational 
segregation^ 
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As With the previously described job 
content studies Were most connto by legislation 

(gaestibn 441^ but were more likely to use a sample of job 
classes as the object of the study rather than to study all job 
classes U7 of the 29 studies) (question 46). Where a sample o£ 
classes was chpsene a copBonly employed; criterion of select 
was again male- and female-dbmihatedobb classes (four ^ 
studies)^ Other cr i te r ia used_ to se lect the^ sample- we re male- 
and female-dominated job classes which were highly populated, 
(four studies) and random selection of classes (three studies) 
(question 47)^ 

States were less iikely to relysblely on state personnel 
to conduct job content studies than data_ collections, with 19 of 
the_^ 29 studies _using consultants either alone or with state 
personnel (question 45) i- Job content pay equity studies were 
also more likely to use a steering committee or task force, with 
18 of the 29 studies doing so (question 48). As in the data 
collection efforts, though, the role of the committee or task 
force varied, but jnost oversaw the study While some other group 
performed; the study (13 of the 18 studies) ^question 49), In 
5 of the 13 studies^ the committees additionally determined the 
scop e of the study and used the results to make pay equity 
recommendations . 
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At the time of our survey, 28 of the 29 job ebhteht studies 
werecompleted. The studies took from It^ to 
complete^ and the-medi an nun^er of months needed decreased in 
subsequent studies Xquestion 50). Twenty of the 28 studies 
concluded that sex^based wage differences existed afte r 
controlling for job evaluation scores (question 51), The 
results of the job= content studies were most commonly : sent: to 
the governor, the iegisiature, and the state personnel office 
(question 52), with 20 studies sent to all threes As in the 
data collections^ the effects_of these studies varied with no 
cbmnbh effect evident i- -Six of the studies resulted in a 
followup study ^ five led to the adoption of a new pay equity 
policy, six led to changes in existing pay policies, and five 
led to pay equity salary increases (question 53 )« 

Econcaaic studies 

-EconbiSic studies, which compare the pay of male and female 
eonployees with compareible individual characteristics, were 
conducted by 5 of the 48 states responding to our survey ^ 
(question 56), Each of the five states conducted one study^ 
three of which were initiatedby administrative action and twb_ 
by the legislature. ( question 59 ) i State personnel were involved 
in all five studies* conducting the studie themselves in 
three such_ef forts and with consultants in two others (question 
6B)i_ A sample of job classes was selected in three studies, but 
no common criteria of sample selection wis. evident (questions 61 
and 62). A steering committee or task force was involved in two 
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stuaies Iquestieh 63), in one the comraittee aeteriBihed what was 
to be studied and actually conducted the study* In the other 
effort, the task force oversaw the study and used the results to 
make pay equity recoinmendatibhs (question 64). 



: . Pour of the five economic studies were completed at the 
time of our survey i Three found that sex-based wage differences 
existed after controlling for individual characteristics^ such 
as education and experience (question 66). These results were 
sent to the legislature and the state personnel office in all 
four studies; two study resuits were also sent to the governor 
(question 67). Two of the four completed studies resulted in a 
followup study; there had been no results at the time of our 
survey in the other two studies (question 68). 

Other pay equity-related studies 

^ The survey also indicated that many of the states were 
conducting other pay equity-related studies. For example, 40 of 
the 48 states responding to the questionnaire tracked the pay 
equity activities of other states (question 24). This tracking 
was most commonly conducted by collecting reports, articles* or 
other information (39 states), and by contacting other states 
for pay equity information or attending conferences or sempar^ 
( 37 states ) (^question 25 ) . Two states were also conducting pay 
equity studies that measured both job content and individual 
characteristics (question 7U. This combination of job content 
and ecbhomieanalysis-was the preferred option in our- report on 
Options f or zConductxaq a Pay Eq uity Study of Federal Pay and 
Classifi c a t i on Sys tems . Similarly, two oth^r ««-,ai-,^g nnkj-rni^i^ 
for certain individual characteristics such as seniority before 
conducting their pay equity studies^^ Finally^ 4 states had 
conducted pay equity studies focusing oh minority employees 
(question 72) and 17 states had studied or were planning to 
study their classification and/or compensation systems. 



SPMMftRY 

Table i I. 4 presents each_state^s responses to the 
questionnaire in each of the three major areas discussed above: 

(1) the number and type of job evaluation systems used; 

(2) whether or not the state has a pay equity policy; and ^ 

(3) whether or not the state has conducted a pay equity study 
(a data collection study, a job content pay equity study, or an 
economic pay equity study) * 
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TABLE ii,4; Summary of State ActtvitieB 



Al2 
AK 
AZ 
AR 
CA 
CO 
Cf 
DE 
FL 
6A 
HI 

lb 

IL 
IN 
lA 
KB 
KY 

MB 

Mb 
m 

H| 
m 

MS 
MO 

MB 



NM 

inr 

NC 

OB 
OK 
OR 
PA5 

Mi 
sc 

SD 
TN 
TX 

or 
vf 

VA 
HA 
WV 
WI 
WY 

wage 



- Number /type of 
evaluation systems 



Other 



policy 



Pay equity studies^ 
1 2 3 



Point Factor 
Other 

Gradihg/1 Other 
Point Factor 
Point Factor 
Grading 
Ranking 

Facto r : C ompa r i s on ( PC } 
Point Factor 
Grading 
Other 
.Point Factor 
None: : 

1 Point Factor 
1 Ranking 

1 Ppinti Factor _l 

2 RanJcing/t PP/t PC 
1- Point Factor 
11 Other : 
iiPoint Factor 
None 



1 Grading 

? Gradihg/l PF/2 other 
i Grading 
1 Grading 
1 Point Factor 
1 PpintiPactbr 
1 Ranking 
1 Grading 
1 Ranking 
1 Point Factor 
i Point Factor 
1 Point Factor 
1 Grading 

i Factor Comparison 
1 Grading 
1 Point Fr^tpr 
1 Point Factor 
t Ranking 

1 Point Factor/l Other 
1 Other z 
1 Grading 

1 Other _ 

2 Grading _ 

1 Grading/2 Point Factor 
1 Ranking 



studies are (1) a 

erences_and/or -occupat 



No 


Npz 


NP:: 


No 


er No 


Yes 


Yes 


NO 


N| 


No 


No 


No 




Yes 


Mb 


Nb 


IIP 


Np 


No 


No 


M _ 

no 


No 


No 


NO 


NO 


No 


No 


Nb 


NO 


No 


No 


No 


NO^ 


Npz 


No 


No 


jces 


Yes 


Mo 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


No 


NO 


Yes 




Np 


NPz 


Yes 


Yes 


Mo 


yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


No 


Mo 


NO 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Mo 


No 


yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Nb 


NO- 


Yes 


¥^s 


No 




Yes 


Yes 


No 


xes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


xes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


NO 


NO 


Nb 


Np 


Np : 


N0_ 


No 


No 


xes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


NO 


Yes 


Nb 


^b 


NO 


Np 


Np 


Np 


NO 


No : 


Mo 


Mo 


NO 


Yes 


Yes 


Nb 


No 


Yes 


Mb 


Nb 


No 


Nb- 


Yes 


No: 


No 


Yes 


Mo 


Yes 


Mo 


NO 


No 


Nb 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


NO 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Mo 


Mo 


No 


Mo 


No 


No 


Nb 


No 


Mb 


Nb 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Mo 


NO 


No 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Mb 


No 


Mb 


Nb 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Nb 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


:?-fatherin< 
;ional segrj 




based 
hob 


3 ) an economic pay equity study 



z Alabama, chose not to provide information 

^California ; 
tne state hi 



superceded 

_ H Mass 
equity polii 



bfficiala 

immt 



hpvgh Ma99i&chas< 



3f rsonnel b£ffcial[ 
>y thi*ltai 



*S5^^*^*^®y-^^^i#^npti say whether 
icy or potr as-it may be 
ective bargaining agre 



reements . 



,d 



_Lcials 

Jeglsjatjjrej 



pay 



have a written 
governor^ -in 
— L^itment to deal 
^ ng process. 

Spennsylvania chose not to prbvide information. 



did not 
that the 

f^fufelic. 
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1? 



mmm. in 



U;s; GENERAL ACCOUNtjNG OFFjCE 
vpy OT ^TOT^a*- fay cQUiTy activities 



iNTROOUCTidN 

The U.S* General ^scbuntfhg OtMce (GAO), ari 
Invest I gat I v9 agency of Congress, is conducting a 
survey of pay •quity actjvtttes In the states. The 
purpose of this questionnaire Is tc assist as In 
developing data on state Job classification systems, 
pay equity pol ides, pay equity studies, and pay 
equity litigation* 

_ The questlbhrieire whbu|d take aboij< 30 minutes 
1p compjete. Since It covers the ronge of Jssues for 
*11 f*®?'**.*^^ J _'*^'*'_!*®^_'^ answer every 

set of questions. Please read the definitions care- 
fully and fol low the 4 n struct Ions close|y to assure 
that you answer the appropriate questions for yoor 
state; Most oj t^ questions can be easily answered 
by checking boxes or fiMing In blanks. If you 

J ^_^_"*°^*_*PP*^?P^ I?'' jgiwone else 
to answer som of the questions^ please forward this 
questionnaire to that Individual; Space has been prb^ 
vided fcr any additional comients at the end of the 
questionnaire; If necessary, additional pages may be 
attached. 

Please return the completed questionnaire In the 
enclosed self-addressed envelope within J£ days of 
receipt. In the event that the envelope Is mis- 
placed, please mall the completed questionnaire to: 

0;S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
M". Curtis Cope I and 
RB9m 3150 

441 6 Streeti N.W.: 
Washington, O.C; 20548 



If you anticipate any difficulty returning the 
questionnaire within the requested timeframe, or have 
any questions, please call Mr; Curtis Copeland or 
Ms. Mary Pat Franaslak on (202) 275-6511. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 



Please check here If you would like a copy of the 
final report: I I res 

*the number of missing responses Is listed under those 
9<^^tl^s where respondents should have answered a 
question, but did not; 



I. JOB CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 



and evaluation systems. thiy we mean the tech- 
niques used to separate Jobs Into different cate^ 
gorles and to measure: the worth or vajue of those 
Jobs to the organ! zcit Ion for pay purposes. Questions 
In this section refer to positions on the state's 
payroll. Including full and part-time positions. 
t^^y_^ not Include temporary or consultant 
positions. 

1; About how many total positions (Including class- 
ified and unclassified^ and full and part-time) 
are there on your state's payroll? (ENTER 
NUMBER.) 

S ee Ta bl e I i .t — 



2. About how many -desrhHed positions (Including 
full and part-time) are there on your state's 
payrbl 1 7 (ENTER NUi«ER. ) 

S ee Ta ble II .: 



3. About how many ^fob- c l ass I fle et tons (l.e.^ dis- 
creet J Ob categor les ) , I nc I ud I hg var I ahces and 
optjajs, ere there In your state government? 
(ENTER NU»eER.) 

See app; II. P; 6 



4. Many organizations use Job evafuatlon systems ^6 
set pay for classified positions. By Job evalua- 
tion we mean the process used ta determine the 
worth or value of a job to an employer. Some 
general types oi Job evaluation systems Include 
ranking, gradlng> point factor, and factor 
eofflparlson; 

Does your state gbvo^hment use any Job evaluation 
system(s) to set pay for classified Jobs? 

1. 146 j Yes 

2. I 2 I No (SKIP TO SECTION II, p. 3.) 

5. How nany job evaluation systems does your state 

for«classlf led Jobs? lENTER 
WWER* SYSTEMSi^USING DIFFERENT FACTORS OR 
HEIGHTS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED DIFFERENT SYSTEMS.) 

34 itatei: 1 iyitem 
6 states: 2 systems 
6 states: 3 lb 11 systems 
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SfiNKM. this coiiparM "who !• jobs" and dttmniinM 
which ar* aeri, Im, or •qually difiaridirig. It 
rinks thi Jobs In a hierarchy, 

gWffW^ this ebi^rits "whola jobs" and assignn jobs 



to prod«taniiitad gradai. It collar ii job 



eharactarlstlcs with pradaf Inad catagorias In tha 
grada structura, 

roiNT FWTOR, Thii uiM a praaitirwinad nuibar of 



factors, dlyidad Into iavals» which ara assignad a 
vaJua (points) > Tha iul of tha points awardad to 
aach factor datarainas tha Job's raiatlva valua aaong 
othars baing av^luatad. 

'^^^g^ 00** WISOW, This OMparM My Jobs With aach 



othar on a prfdataralnad nuabar of factors. Each Job 
ii TMRad in its rajatlva ordar of lipo^ aach 
factor, tha yalua of othar Jobs Is datarwlnad by 
eoMparJion with iiay Jobs eh aach factor. 



6, Som gmral cat^orlM for-dlHarant Job aval ua^ 
tion systaasinciuda ranking^ grading^ point 
factor, and '^tor^prlion, Plaaia raad tha 
daflnitjons for aach of: tha catagorias notad 
atova»Wiieh ^^^io^l^J^ Job a^lMtJen sys- 
?ai( s) : usad I ^ ywir stataiif or ciaisif iadiai»iov 
OMT (CHECK ONE FOR EACH CATEQCRY OF StSTEM 
VOUR STATE USES^ /MD ENTER THE POPUUW NAME OF 
THE SrSTDI, IF AW^l DIBCE. ALSO ENTER THE NtMfR 
OF SVStOCztHAT YpOR STAS HAS jNEAO* CATEGORY. 
FOR EXANra, IF TOUR STATE WS 2 POINT^jCTW SYS- 
TEMS, ENTER "2" IN THE COLUMN tItLED "NUMBER".) 





CATEOORY OF 


POPULAR 


NUMBER_dF 




OF SYSTEM 


NAie 


SYSTEMS 


1. 


1 1 Ranking 


7 stat«s 


6 


2. 


1 1 Grading 


13 stataa 


\3 


3. 


1 1 Point-factor 


21 statas 




4. 


i 1 Factor 







Ison 



3 statas 



5. I 



I Othar^ plaasa spacify 

10 statas- 



27 



For fuiit Ions 7^10, If your stata has only jwa^ 
job avaluation systan^ fiji in tha information undar- 

has 

syttans, fiii in tha appropr lata colowtt for aach iys- 

ItJ^t »tata has jier^ tMn^ systaii», answar 
tha: quast ions for tha 3 sys-^Ms that eovar tha imt 
•_ [ ! f 9*^^ * Y»**» w i th i n a s i ng i a 
catagory is usad (a.g^, two po I ir>t^ factor syitans using 
dif faTant factors or waights) , traat aach as a 
saparata systaM. 



7. 9hat catagory of Job avaluatlen systan ara you 
dascrlbing? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH SYSTEM;) 





SystaP 1 

(1) 


Systam 2 

(2) 


Systai 3 

(3) 


f. Ranking 


7 


d 


P 


2. Grading 


13 


i 


d 


3. Pb Int- factor 


16 


7 


2 


4. Factor conparison 


2 


i 


1 


5. Othar ^ piaasa 
ipacify 


8 


3 


3 





6. Rh i ch of tha f 6 11 dw I ng ty pas of pes i tions ara_ 
covarad:byLtha systam? (Q4ECK Att THE BOXES THAT 
APPLY FOR EACH SYSTEM.) 



AdMini strati va 



Clarical/ 
iacratarial 



Laborars 



3 

4. Craftiparsohs 

5. li^nagariai 

6. Profaislohal 

7. Tachriicai 
8. 



Judicial amp loyaas 
(non-Judgaa) 



9. Lagislativa 
ampl 



10. 



(non-lagUlators) 



Uniyarsity 
aap|oyaas _ 

(non-if acuity) 



Systam 

(1) 



40 



43 



41 



40 



40 



42 



42 



10 
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Systam 2 

(2) 



Systam 3 

(3) 



11. 



Othar ^ plaasa 
spac I f y 
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9. About what p«rc«nt of b\\ c\m\f l%6 positions In 
tlio stati, (ihcluaing Both full arid part-tlia) ara 
ooyarad by tha Job avaluatlon systai? (EMTER 

percent;) 













Systan 1 


Systan 2 


Systa« 3 




(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


P^rcant 


_ 1 


% 


% 



10. About how long has your stata baan using this 



systan to sat pay? 
(CHECK ONE.) 


Systa« 1 

(1) 


SystaM 2 

(2) 


Sytt«M 3 

(3) 


1. Cass than 1 yaar 


1 


0 


d 


2; 1 to IMS than 3 yaars 


3 


2 


1 


3; 3 to IMS thaii 3 yaars 


4 


2 


0 


4. 3 to lais than 10 
yaars 


6 


6 


3 


3. 10 to lass than 20 
yiars 


11 


2 


2 


6. Mora than 20 yaars 


19 


0 


b 



M. DoM your stata hava any formal plans to axpana to 
^* •^•'"•t^^ fy*^ coniwii Idata Its 

Job avaluatlon systans? (CHECK ONE;) 



I; I 2 1 )f9%, axpand to mora systaM 

2, I 2 1 yas, con sol Idata to fawar tystaits 

3, i 2 i yasf consolldata to a singia tyttaH 

4, 140 1 No (SKIP TO SECTION M.) 

12; Mhleh of tha following* If any* ara raasons for 
your stata to ehahga tha numbir of aystaais It 
has? (CHECK ALL THAT An>Ly.) 

1; I 3 1 Adiilnlstratlva afflclancy (a;g.f cost 
saving, paparwork raduetlon) 

2» I 4 1 [ntarnal cbnslstancy (Lao to pronota 
fa I rnast) 

3. I 3 1 Pay equity i\»ml, cohearh about 

laaia/faiiiala waga diffarancas) 

4. I 0 ) Mar kit eompatit jvanass 

3. I 1 I Djffarant joto naad diffarant job 
avaluatlon systiiii 

6. I 0 1 Othar* plaaia spacify 



II. PAy EQUITY POLICY 

This tat of quaitldns concarhs pay aqulty 
your stata. By this wa «aan any 
laglslatlon, axacutlva ordir, adiiSfiistratlva 
policy or bthar pronbunc^iant which spaclflcally 
statM * fOMpaos8tioo-goa[ of ^ua I pay for work 
of cowparabia wor th or va fu» for stata amploy- 
•M« «E 00 WT WAN EQUAL PAY FOR COI^AR^U 
WORK AS In THE EQUAL PAY ACT; Do not includa 
pronMhcilants which authdrlia pay oqulty 
studiM or avaluatlon of Job classification sys- 
taM, unlass thay specifically stata a coipansa^ 
t Ion goal of aqual pay for work of oontparabla 
fwrth or valua; 

13. OoM your stata hava a writtan pay aqulty/ 
ooi^arabla worth pol Icy? 

1. lie j ym 

2. 137 j N& (SKfP TO QUEStlON 19;) 

J NO ANSWER 
By^ "hat paans wasLtha ppi ley astabi Ishad? 
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY AND ENTER THE APPROPRIATE 
CITATION ANb/OR DATE.) 



I. I 7 I Lagisiatlon 

Citation: 



Data: 



2» I i j Exacutiva ordar 
Data: 



3. I 2 1 Adnlnlstratlva policy 
Data: 



4. I 0 I Othar, plaasa spacify 
Data: 



go 

IS ' 
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15* M^b of th# following. If any, provldad the 
l i p e tus lb loTMl 9uthorlze tKe policy? 
(CHECK ALC THAT APPCYi) 

U I 7 ) The govsrnor 

2. I 3 3 State persoonei officials 

3. I 2 ^ Oilier state adelnlstrative officials 
4* I 0 ) Judicial mandate or direction 

5. ( 7 ) Legislature 

6* I 4 ) State conmlsslon on wmen 

7. I 6 ) Unions 

8* i 8 ) Women's Interest grogps 

9* i I ) Other^ please specify 

pay e qu i ty ^tu dy r e sults 

16* Rhich of the following groups of positions are 
targeted by this policy? (CHECK ONE.) 

K I 3 ) All positions 

2* I 3 ) Classified plus soma non-classif led 
positions 

3* I 4 ) Only classified positions 

4. ( 0 ) Only nbh^lasstf led positions 

3* I 0 ) Other, please specify 

17. Hbout what perpent of all classified positions 
In the state (Including t>6th full aiid part-time) 
are covered by the pol icy? (ENTER PEWXNT.) 
See epo; ii. p, io % 

IB* Are you eware of any court eases filed agalnst 
your stetezlti whfch this policy has been 
tasted? (CHECK ONE. IF YES, ENTER CiTATlON.) 

U ( 9 ) NO 

2« ( 1 ) res 

Citation: 



ANSWER QUESTICMS 19*25 \f YOUR STATE DOES NOT 
HAVE A WRITTEN PAY EQUITY/COMPARABLE WORTH PGtlCnr. 

19* Does your state have any formal plans to adopt a 
pay equity PoUcy^I.e., equal pay for work of 
comparable worth or value)? 

1. ( 6 ) Yes 

2. l3\ j No (Skj^ TO SECTION p. 5) 
I Not answered 

20* Which of the following. If any, provided the 
Impetus for this policy to be considered? 
(CHECK Aa THAT APPLY.) 

1* ( 3 ) The governor 

2. ( 3 ) State personnel officials 

3. ( 2 ) Other state administrative officials 
4* ( 6 ) Judicial mandate or direction 

3* ( 3 ) Legislature 

6* ( 4 ) State commission on women 

7. ( 6 ) Unions 

8. ( 3 ) Wom^n 's Interest groups 
9* ( b ) Other* please specify 



21* If the pollcy ls adopted^ which of the follow- 
ing. If any, li most likely to provide Its final 
approval? (CHECK ONE.) 

1. ( I ) Unknown 

2. ( 4 ) L^lslatlbn 

3* I 0 ) Executive order 

4. ( 1 ) Administrative policy 

3« ( 0 ) bther^ :plMse specify 



(NOTE: PLEASE SKIP TO SECTION III, p. 3.) 
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22« ihleh of thi follo«l(^ groups of poiltlons^lf 
any* is mnf ilkoly to bs -^argstod by this 
pol ley? CCHE» ONE.) 

1« I D j Unknown 

2, I 0 I AM positions 

^•1^1 Pl"* *^ nbn-elasslflad 

positions 



4i \ 5 } Only elasslf lad positions 

5. I 6 I dniy non*eiassif iad positions 

6. i 6 I Othar^ plaasa spaclfy 



23. What parcant of all elassiflad positions 
Clnct tiding both full and part-tlaa) would dm 
oovarad by this policy? (ENTER THE PERCENT OR 
GHGCK THE BOX.) 

log t 

1. I I Onluiown 

III. PAY EQOITY STODIES 

Tills sat of quastlons cdhearhs pay aqulty 
studios conductad by your stata* By this wa naan 
analysis of pay aqulty Issuas by your s'hita through 
data col I act I on af forts* job contant studias* 
aoonoilc stud las* or cbnbl nation stud las. 

24. »^s your stata trackad tha actlvltlas of othar 
statas In tha araa of pay aqulty or comparabla 
worth? 

1. 140 I Tas 

2. I 8 I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 26.) 



25. Hold did/doas y?«^»tata track othar »tatas' pay 
•quity activltias? (CHECX ALL tHAt APPLY.) 

1. 139 ) Collactad raports* articlasi or ofhir 

ihfahMtloh 

2. 137 I Contactad othar »tatas f oi^ 

inforwation* or attandad confarancas 
or sailnars 



3, I U I Conductad a survay of othar statas' 
actlvltlas 



4^ I 9 I Conductad parlodic survays* (l.a.* ipora 
than oha)* of othar itatM' actlvltiM 



3. 110 I Conductad casa stud las of othar statas* 
actlvltlas 



6, I 1 I Othar* plaasa spaclfy 

Consultant hirad to praparad papar 

PART A - DATA COLLECTION 



thara ara sax^basad waga dlffarancas or occupa- 

aaployaas 

(aithar as a saparats study orias part of :a i: 
largar study)? (CHECK ONE. IF THE OApt OOLLEC* 
TION WAS PART OF A LARSER STUOY^ ANSWER THE 
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THE DATA COLLECTION 
PHASE ONLY.) 

1. i 3 j Yas* iooicad for sax-tosad waga 

dlffarancas only 

2. I 1 3 ^M* look^ for dceupattdhal 

sagragation oniy 

3. I 221 Yas* lookad for both saic-basad waga 

dlffarancas arid occupational 
sagragation 

4. I 211 No (SiclP TO QUESTION 41.) 

Ona stata col iaetad waga and 

occupational data* but not for tho 
purposas llstad. 
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PIMM Mmtm- quMtlQllS 27*40, If you havi 
conductid duty ^wi^ data coiiMtlon- fjj| in tlia 
lofOTMtloii uiido- ttii coIumi tlt^adj^dy i. If you 
hava cbnductad JjDT^ f jjj In tha approprlata _ 
oaJQMS f aacOl study. If yoii Hava dowluctad iiera^ 
eoaplcta tlia quMtions only for tha latMt 3 

studiM, 

27. Hofp Mity tiMi Km your sl^ita ooodudad thaM 
data coilactloasT (CHECK ONE.) 



1. 115 1 1 

2. I 5 i 2 

3. I M 3 

4. i 6 1 4 ^ 



28. For aach data: col j action^ what l» tha nMa of 
tha-drgM UallM tl^ was rMpbnilbIa for It 
(t.g.i **DaparhMnt of BarsonMl" or 
^ 1**_St«tui of idiM^ 
yaar «m It conductadT (BTTER NAME AHO TEMR.) 





0R9WIZATI0N NAME 
(i) 


YEAR 
(2) 


Study 
1 






Study 
2 






Study 
3 







29. Mhleh of tha following. If any, «ai tha 

«jth«-lty for inltfatinQ tha data coHactlonT 

CWECK ONE BOX FOR EACM DATA COttECTION 
OONOOCTEO,) 





Study 1 

(i) 


Study 2 
i2> 


Study 3 
(3) 


Uglslatloo 


12 


2 


3 


^MutJvt action 


3 


2 


3 


Adiilolstratlva action 

iagisiatlva or 
•cMutlva iandata) 


8 


4 


0 


Othar, plaaia ipaclfy 


2 


1 


0 





30. Which of tha following groups actually conductad 
tha data col lactloo: a <x»nsij^ltant^sta^ p^- 
sqnnaU pr bothT (OHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH DATA 
OOttECTION CONDUCTEO.i 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


-- 

Consultant only 


3 


0 


0 


Sl^ta parsonnal 


14 


4 


2 


only (SPECIFY AGENCY) 


Consultant and stata 
^sohhal 


8 


3 


» 


Othar, ptaasa 
spacify 


2 


2 


b 











Pl<^ Includa^iaH job elassas^ 

or just a saMpla of thciT (OHECK ONE BOX FOR 
EACH OATA (X)LLECT|ON CONbUCTED.) 



^* AM Job classM 
tncludad 



2; Sa«pla of Job elafiai 



Study I 
(U 



15 



12 



Study 2 
(2) 



Study 3 
(3) 



(NOTE: IF A SAMPIE OFzWCU^SSES NAS: TAKEN IN 
ANY OATA CottBCTION, CXmiHOE ilTH QUESTION 32, 
IF NOT, SKIP to QUEStlbN 33.) 



32. ^ fH^KPlo Sfloc^ THAt 

APPLY FOR EA04 OATA OOttECTION CONDOCTEO.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


1 Maja/faMia doMlnatad 

Job clasMi only 


7 


4 


2 


Highly popuJatad Job 
eiasMs only 


4 


4 


I 


Random saiactlon 


4 


5 


1 


Ofhmr, piMsa spaeify 


2 


2 


d 
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33. lias 0 stMTtng coMMlttM or task fore* 

riprii^tlng <i[l^«r«nt ^htw^Mtad jroufi utfd In 
ttw deta coll«ctlon7 (Q{£CK ONE BOX FOR EACH 
DATA QOUECTION CONDUCTEd.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
<3) 


i. ym 


9 


4 


6 


2« No 


16 


5 


3 



ANY DATA OOUECTION, CONTINOE HITH QQESTION 
34; IF NOT, SKIP TO QUESTION 35.) 



34i Wilch of tti# fol lowing mtMonts, If any, dascrlbas tha rbla of tha staarlhg 
APPLY FOR EACH OAtA COLLGCTION bONbUCTED.) 



Ittaa? (CHEQK ALL THAT 



Study I 
(1) 



Study 2 
(2) 



Study 3 
(3) 



1. Tha staarlfig coaatttaa datanajnas what 1 a to ba studlad; 



2. Tha staaring coaalttaa or its a^ff actually pM-fonaa tha study. 



3. tha staaring coMlttaa 
parforas tti# study. 



tha study^ but so«a othar group actually 



4* T»a itaaring coMtttaa uMf th» raaulta of tha study to «aka 
ra c o— an d atibns about pay aqulty. 



5. Othar, piaasa apaclfy 



>i2 



APPENDIX III 



APPENDIX ill 



35. How loogidld It taka to eoiipieto the data oollac- 
tlow? CENTER WUWffiR OF TOCS^ FOR EACH DATA : 
alUECrtON^ IF THE DATA OCCCECTIQN IS ONGOING, 

«ECK THE^Box wosi oxm j\nMj*6^ 

ANCh ESTIMATE THE TOTAL NUMBER OF WEEKS IT WILL 
HAVE TAKEN iHEN IT IS COI<PLETEO.) 

(WTE: IF THE DATA CSLLECTjON WAS P/WT 1* A _ 
LAR(3|R_STODri rdUR ANSWER ONtT ON THE DATA 

OOUECTION PHASE.) 

WQMBEH or WEEKS 0NeOfN& NO ANSWER 
!**nge • 1 tDi78 
Study U Mglih » 11,5 I I 9 

: z ?tonfl» » 2 to 52 
Study 2i Mglan » 6 Ml 2 

z Rwpe • 3 to 8 

Study 3i Midlah » 4 I j b 

(NOTE: IF ^ DATA ^^LECTIONS /WE OOMn^TE^ 
OlHtiSg WITH QUESTION 36; IF NOT. SKIP TO 
QUESTION 4K) 

36. Did tM data col lection reach either brthe fol- 
low I ngoonclus Ions? (CHEOC ONE BOK IN EACH ROW 
FOR EACH DATA COLUCTlON.) 





Study 1 


Study 2 
12) 


Study 3 
(3) 




res 

(1) 


No 
(2) 


res 

(1) 


No 
(2) 


res 

(1) 


No 
(2) 


1. Sex-bdied wage 














differences existed 


21» 


5* 


6 


2 


2 


1 


2. Sex*based occupa- 
tional segregation 
SKlsted 


22 


5 


5 


3 


1 


2 



_ _ j 0 0 

37. Were the results of the data collection sent to 
»y of the following? ziCHECK ONE BOX IN EACH 
ROW FOR EACH DATA COLLECTION CONDUCTED.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
<3) 


r«s 

(1) 


No 

(2) 


Yes 

CI) 


No 

(2) 


res 

(1) 


No 

(2) 


1. The governor 


21 


6 


7 


1 


3 


6 


2. The legislature 


22 


5 


6 


2 


3 


6 


3. The state 

^sehhel office 


26 


1 


7 


1 


3 


0 


4. Other, please 
■P^ify 


11 


16 


1 


7 


6 


3 






38. Whfdi of 11»e fbl lowing. If any, rest;ite<f frow 
the data collection? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLT.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


t. Fol low-up study 


12 


2 


0 


2. Adoption of new pay 
equity policy 


2 


2 


b 


3. Changes In existing 
pey policies 


1 


2 


1 


4. Changes In other 
personnel policies 


2 


2 


b 


5. Pay equity salary 
Increases 


2 


3 


T 


6. No rMuits yet 


7 


2 


1 


7. Other, please specify 


7 


1 


1 



CNOTEs IF PAT EQUITY SALARY iNOtEASES RESULTED FROM 
Affi^Stgr^ CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 39; IF NOT, SKIP TO 
QUESTION 4K) 

the total payroll of only those state 
employees who will receive pay equity Increases 
ei ar^ult of tlm^data^cbMectlbn. What 
percent tfld/wlll that totai payroll lria-ease> 
and over ho w Sehy years wilt tlM IncroMe be l 
4eplewanted? (ENTER TOTAL PERCENT INCREASE FOR 
EACH OLLECTION CONDUCTED. ALSO EN]g THE 
4^ALmMBER OF YEARS OVER WHICM THAT INGRES 
WILL TAKE PLACE.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Sto«ly 3 


Percent Increase 


t 


% 


t 


rears 
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40. Under what «ittHor liY>|i 1 thw I ner^iasM 

adalnlstanMi? (CWCaC AU THAT APPLY FOR KNSH 
DATA dOLLeCmdN CONDUCTED.) 





Study 1 


Study 2 


Study 3 


OglilAtloh 


1 


2 


1 




0 


0 


0 


Sdairilitratlvi action 


0 


t 


- 

0 


Cdllaetlvi bargaining 


0 


2 


0 


Spiclal ^Milttaa 
(••g#f staaring 
odMl ttaa) 


1 


0 


0 


Othar, plMM specify 


0 


0 


b 



RMTT B ■> JOB CONTENT STUDIES 

41 • »^ your stata cohductod a Job cbntin^ pay 

aqulty study Cl.a.^ ona which conparas tha pay 
of Mia and fiMla Job clastM with conparabla 
Job tfva i uat i on sooras ) 7 

i. 120 i Yaa 

2« 128 1 No (SKIP to QUESTION 96.) 



Answar quast Ions 42-99. : If youhava conductad 
only ona itodyj fMI in tha Inforgatloh u hda r tha 
eejunn titlad study 1. if you hava conductad 2 or 3, 
fill in tha approprlata coiuwii for aach study. If 
you hiivo conductad ibra than^. oowpiata only tha 
<|yast»ons for th« lat«t 3 studias. 

42. fkie my tiMas has your stata conductad this 
typa of study? (CHECK ONE.) 

1. 113 1 1 

2. 14 12 
>. 12 13 

4. 1 1 1 4 or 



43. For oach study ^ what is tha nana of tha organ I- 
aat I bh that was rMpbnstbIa for It (a.g., 
•"Dapartnant of Rwsonnol" or "OoMilsslon on tha 
Status of Bdman-f, and what yaar was I t 
conductad? (ENTER NAME AND YEAR.) 





ORGANIZATION NAME 
(U 


YEAR 
(2) 


Study 
1 






Study 

2 






Study 
3 







•^"'^'^i®^ ^ollbwrhg. If any, wart^^ 

Ity for Initiating tha study? (CHECK ONE BOX 

FOR EAO^ STUDY CdNOUCTEO.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


LagisJation 


9 


2 


2 


&^cutlva action 


9 


j 


b 


Adtainlstratlva action 
(••g»« ho spaclfic 
axocutivo or 
lagtslatlva Mandata) 


4 


2 


0 


Othar, pioasa spaeify 


2 


2 


b 



f''^! ^1* ^^ .^^ ^^1 ' otf I ng jroupi actua f | y conductad 
tha study: a consultant* stata parsonnal« or 

both? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH STi£>Y OdNdUCTEd.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


Consultant only 


4 


1 


0 


Stata parionnal only 
(SPECIFY AGENCY) 


3 


3 


1 




C^iu ltant and stata 
parsonnii 


lb 


3 


1 


Othar, plaasi ipaeify 


3 


0 


0 
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46. bid th« study Inciudtt all job classes^ or Jast a 
iaipla of thM? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH StUOy 
CONOUCTEDJ 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 

(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 




Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


M 1 Job cj asm 
locludad 








U Tas 


13 


4 


1 


7 


3 


3 


















2« No 






1 


Sampia of Job claisas 


13 


4 


0 


7 


3 













CNOTEr IF A SA*eU OF JOB^LASSES WAS USED IN 
4!Y STOOr, GONTINOE WITH QUESTION 47; IF NOT, 
SKIP to QUEStibN 46.) 

*w was tha s«iipU^ ALL THAT 

APPLY FOR EACH STOOT CONDUCTED,) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


1. MaU/faMla dominatad 

Job el MM only 


9 


1 


0 


2. Highly populatad 
Job cjaiaai only 


6 


2 


d 


3. Randbi sal act Ion 


2 


2 


6 


4. OtHar, plaasa spacify 


2 


2 


d 





•?? * *'^?*rl"9 «■ ♦orca raprasant* 

ing dlffarant Intarastad groups usad In tha 



(NOTE: IF A StECTJJ«_<»^ IN ANY 

STUOY, CONTINUE HITH QUESTION 49; IF NOT, SKIP TO 
QUESTION 50.) 



49. Hhlch of tha following statawwits. If aHy, dascrlbas tha rola of tha staaring coNilttaa? (CHECK ALL THAT 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


Tha staaring coiMilttaa datanslnat what Is to ba studlad. 


7 


3 


b 


Tha staaring comilttaa or Its staff actually 
parfonn tha study. 


3 


1 


0 


»^^l?9 cciSlttaa bvarsaas tha study^ but soma othar 
group actually parfor» tha study. 


9 


3 


1 


Tha staaring coMilttaa usas tha rasults of tha study to 
«aka racoMnandatlons about pay aqulty. 


9 


3 


0 


Othar, plaasa specify 


1 


0 


0 
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50. How long ^<^Jt ^^Je^ study? 

(ENTER NUMBER OF mHTm FOR EACH STUDY. IF THE 
STODT IS ON^jNG, QCOC THE BOX UNDER THE 
T1TL£P "OMOOING* AND ESTIMATE THE TOTAt^ NUMBER 
OF MONTHS IT 81LL HAVE TAKEN WCN IT IS 
OOMPLETE.) 



Study 1. 
Study 2. 
Study 3. 



Rimgo-«-l-tb 2< 



Raiig9-*-1-tb 18 



8ang» "-lahd 5 



Ill 1 
r j 1 
i j 0 



(NOTE: IF ANY^ STUD^IES ARE COMPLETED;. OONTI NUE 
WITH QUESTION 51; IF NOT. SKIP TO OOESTION K.) 

51« Did ttw study conclude that «wc^-6asa^ wage 
dlff«hsnc9es existed after CMtrpI ling for job 
evaluation scores? (CHECK OIC BOX FOR EAC» 
STUDY CONDUCTED.) 





Study 1 


Study 2 


Study 3 




(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


Yes 


14 


4 


2 


No 


6 


2 


0 



52. 



Were the results of the study sent to any_ol the 
following? (OCCK OT^ BOX IN EACH ROW FOR EACH 
STUDY ODNDUCTEO.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


Yes 
(1) 


No 

(2) 


Yes 

(1) 


No 

(2) 


Yes 

(1) 


NO 
(2) 


The governor 


is 


2 


4 


2 


2 


0 


The legislature 


16 


4 


4 


2 


2 


b 


The state 




0 


3 


1 


1 


1 


personnel office 


20 


Other, please 
specify 


12 


8 


4 


2 


1 


1 





93. Which of the following. If any, result 



(CHECK KJL THAT APPLY FOR EACH STUDY 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


FolJowup study 


6 


0 


0 


Adoption of new pay equity policy 


3 


1 


1 


Changes in existing pay pollclM 


4 


1 


1 


Oianges In other personnel policies 


X 


1 


0 


Pay equity salary Increases 


3 


1 


1 


No results yet 


3 


1 


0 


Other, please specify 


6 


3 


1 





(NOTES IF PAY EQUITY SALARY INGRESS RESULTED FROM ^ STUDY. CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 54; IF NOT. 
SKIP TO QUESTION 96.) 
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94. Consider tb« total payroll of only thoM stat« 
^{^^ «^ ^fcalva pay aqulty ialary 
IncTMMt as a ratult of tha ttudy; iHat par- 
eaht dld/«flii that totaj payroll Inc^aasa, and 
oiirar h09 Hay ywt wUl tha IncriaSa Ba 

TOfAfc^ PERCPh- ilCTWE FOR 
6^ STUDY CONOUCTEO, ALSO ENTER THE TOTXI. 
NUNBER OF YEARS OVER WHICH THAT INCREASE WILL 
TAKE PtMXm) 













Study 1 


Stody 2 


Study 3 




(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


Parcant Incraata 


S 


$ 


1 


Yaars 









35« lindar what authority will tha litcraaias ba 
adnlhlttarad? CCHECK ALL THAT APPLY FOR EACH 
STUDY CONDUCTED.) 





Study 1 


study 2 


study 3 


tag It tat Ion 


3 


1 


1 


Exicutlva ordar 


d 


d 


d 


AdilnUtratlva action 


d 


d 


d 


Collacttva bargaining 


3 


1 


1 


Spaclal ebinlttaa 








fa.g^, ttaarlng 


0 


b 


0 


coMil ttaa) 








Othir, plaasa spiel fy 










0 


0 


b 









PART C - EODNDWte^miPY^ 

^* ^n • oo n o m Ve pay aqulty 

study (j*a.* ona which coMparas tha pay of Mia 
'^'^^^^^J^'^^^^ with eoiiipar«bla Individual 
charactarl sties Ilka adoeatlon of axparlanca)? 

1. I 3 I Yas 

2. 143 I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 7i.) 



Plaasa ahswar quastlohs 57-70, If ycHj hava 
conductod only ona study, fill In tha Infonnatlon 
uhdar t ha CO 1 unh t 1 t I ad study i • I f you hava cbn- 
ductad 2,or_3, fill in tJia columis for aach study. 
If you hava cohductad jbra^ thatPl^ complata only tha 
quastlons for tha latast 3 studlas. 

37, How nany tlnws has your stata conductad this 
typa of study? (CHECK: ONE,) 

K 13 11 

2. 10 12 

3; 10 13 

4; I 0 I 4 or iiora 

^* hama of tha organi- 

zation that was rasponslbla for It (a.g., 
*'Dapartjmt^f Pisrsmn^ ••CoMilsslon on tha 
Status. of MoMan**)^ and what yaar was it con- 
ductad? (ENTER NAHE AND YEAR,) 





ORSANIZATION NAME 
(1) 


YEAR 
(2) 


Study 
1 












Study 
2 






Study 
3 







59, WU ch of tha f 61 1 ew I rig » : 1 f any , was- tha author- 
ity for Initiating tha study? (CHECK ONE BOX 
FOR EACW STUDY CONDUCTED,) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


Laglsiation 


2 






Exacutlva action. 


0 






Adnlnif rratlva action 
(••g,* no tpaelf Ic 
iaglslatlva ?<r 
«jcacutlva iaridata) 


3 






Othar, plaasa spaelfy 


0 
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60. If H I eh of t hi f ol joi I ng groups setua 1 1 y cbnductod 
tnm study: a consultant^ stata parsonnal, or 

both? iCm». ONE BOX FOR EM» STUDY CbM)UCTEI)J 



i* Consultant only 



2« Stata p#rsoanal:L 
only (SPGCIFT /fGENCT) 



3« Consultant and stata 
parsbhnal 



4« Othar, plaas« 
spacify 



Study 1 



Study 2 



Study 3 



61. Old tha study Includa all Job elassai, or Just a 
sanpla of thait rOCCK df€ BOX ROR EACH STUDY 
OONOUCTEO^) 





Study j 


Study 2 


Study 3 


1. All Job classas 

Iricludad 


2 






2« Saipla of Job clasiai 


3 







(NOTEt IF A SAMPtE OF CUSSES MAS USED IN ANY 

T*« SWIK> COHTIW^ SitH QUEStlON 62; IF NOT, 
SKIP TO QUESTION 63;) 



^« (CHECK ALL THAT 

APPLY FOR EACH STUDY INDUCTED.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


.1 - M 
Study 2 

(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


MBla/faMla doplnatad 
Job elaSsM only 


0 






Highly populatad Job 
classas only 


0 






Rando« s«l action 


1 






bthar^ plaasa spacify 


2 















Not wiswarad 1 
63. Was a staaring coMilttaa or task forca rapr#- 
Mitlng dlffarant Iritarastad groups usad In tha 
study? 1 (CHECK (ME BOX FOR EACH STUDY 
CONDUCTED. } 





Study 1 


Study 2 


Study 3 


Yas 


2 






No 


3 







(NOTE: IF A STEERING COMMITTEE WAS USED IN ANY 
OF THE STUDIES, CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 64; IF 
hOT, SKIP TO QUESTION 65.) 



64. Which of tha fol lowing stat««ants. If any, dwo^lbM tha rola of the staw-liig eonMltt^? (CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY FOR EACM STUDY OMDUCTEd.) 



U Tha staaring coNMlttaa datanHlnas what is to ba studlad. 



2. Tha staaring conMlttaa or Its staff actually 
parforii tha study. 



^* f^^!^><3<N"jt^«« oy^TM^ study> but soma othar 
group actually parfor» tha study. 



4. Tha staaring coMlttaa usas tha rasults of tha study to 
mWm radOMMndatlons about pay aqulty. 



3* Othar, plaasa spacify 



Study 1 
(1) 



Study 2 
(2) 



Study 3 
(3) 
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69. Hov loiifl dia It taw to OMpletii the study? - 
CtWTER NUMBER OF MONTHS^ FOR EACH STUDY, IF THE 
STODT IS ONGOING, C»<X THE BOX THi HOLiJMN 
TlTLmj^aBOlNG" HC ESTIMATE THE TOTW: NUMBER 
OF MONTHS IT SILL HA?E TAKEN WHEN IT IS 
CO^LETE.) 



Study K 
Study 2« 
Study 3* 



ii»BBt^ MONTHS 
Rang©- - ^ to 12 



ONGOING 
( 1 ] 

I ] 

I 

( ] 



iWTEi IF ^ STUDIES ARE c6m>LETED, CONTINUE 
WITH QUESTION 66; IF NOT, SKIP TO QUEStldN 71.) 

differences existed after controlling for 
Individual cliarecterlstlcs? (CHiCk Oic BOX FOR 
EACH STUDT CONDUCTED^) 



67. Were the results of the study sent to any of 
the fol lowing? (CHEGC OT^ BOX jN EAX>i ROW FOR 
EACH STUDY CONDUCTED.) 













Study 1 


Study 2 


Study 3 




(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


res 


3 






No 


1 









J Study 1 
(i) 


Study 2 
<2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


res 

(1) 


No 
(2) 


(1) 


No 
(2) 


ras 

CI) 


No 
(2) 


The governor 


2 


2 










The legislators 


4 


0 










The State 
personnel office 


4 


0 










Other^ please 
specify 


6 


4 















Which of the following. If any, resulted 
CONDUCTED.) 



(CHECK AU THAT APPLY FOR EACH STUDY 





Study 1 


Study 2 


Study 3 


FoJJotfup study 


2 






Adoption Of new pay equity policy 


0 






Oianges In mtliting pay policies 


0 






Changes In other fwrsnviel pollclM 


0 






Pay equity salary Ihcnr^ases 


6 






No resulli yet 


2 






Other, pleaie specify 


d 















STklPnl^m t!^^ tKSULTED FROM M OF THE STUDIES, CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 69j IF 



ERIC 
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69* Cbnildir the total payroll of only thbso stata 
«pioy#ai who dld/«ill raealva pay aqoity salary 
rncnaasis a raautt of t ha study, wHat r^tant 
dld/«IM that total payroll ineraasa^ and ovar 
^ ■»ny yaar»i<l4f that"4ficraas# ba lipia^ 
iSntad? (EMTER TOTAL PERCDfT IHCmSB EACH 
STUS CCgUCTtO, ALSO BfTO THE ^Otfe^ N U»ER OF 
YEARS OfER MHICH THAT INCREASE Mitt TAKE PUCE.) 













Study 1 


Study 2 


Study 3 




(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


Parcant Incraasa 


- % 


- % 


- 1 


yaars 









70« Uridar wfwt authority trill tha In^Msas 6a 

adnlnlstaradf (CMECK ALL THAT APPLy FOR EACH 
STUDY CONDUCTED.) 





Study 1 
(1) 


Study 2 
(2) 


Study 3 
(3) 


baglslatloo 








Exacutlva ordar 








AdMlnlttratlva action 








Cotiactlva bargaining 








Spaclal eoMilttaa 
(a«g«, staaring 
oqawlttaal. _ 








Othar^ piaasa spacify 









PiWy D « gyCJNATJOH STUDY 

71* Has yoiir s^ta cbfiductad a pay aqulty study 
vhlch coaparat tha pay of nata and finala _ 
aiployaas with ^otfr ceiMFabia Job cohtah 
Individual charactarlstlcs (Ua^^ Job contant 
and Individual charactarlstlc variables In tha 
jMi ragratslon analysis)? 

1. I 21 Yas 



2. I 461 No 



PARI^ WNDRITY E>Pt.6ms^ 

72, Has your s tata ccmductad a pay •<l«lfy_« tudy 

which focuses in whole or In part on the pay of 
ilrjorlty aiployees? (Such a study could be 
either a Job content or econooilc pay equity 
study and could be part of a study of sax-based 
wage differences.) 

1. 1 4 I Yes 



2. 144 I No 



IV. PAY EQUITY LITIGATION 

The final sat of questions concerns pay SQQlty 
litigation. By this we nean legal actions taken In 
relation to pay equity Issues; 

73. Are you aware of any lawsuits filed against the 
pay cjassif leatCon systeM In your state. In 
relation to the pay equity issue? 

1. 110 I Yei 

2, 138 1 No (SKIP TO QUESTKW 84.) 

74. If yesv pleaie provide the case citation for 
each iiMSUin i<ENTERiCiTAtlON. IF CITATION IS 
UNKNOWN, SKIP TO QUESTION 73.) 

1. 

2. 

3. 



(IF CITATION IS ENTERED ABOVE, SKIP TO QUESTION 
M.) 

If case citations are not luiown> pieasa answer 
the fol lowing for each lawsuit, or cheek the box. 

Lawsult^JI^ 

75. What year was It filed? 

i I Can't recall 

76. What pertiM were Involved? - 



1 I Can't recall 
77. In What court was It filed? 



1 1 Can't recall 
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Lawult <2 

TBi Hhat ytar «8S it fiiia? 

i I Can't r#call 
79, What part I M wort Involvpa? 



I I Can't rocall 

In what court was It f Mad? 



I I Can't racall 

81, What yaar was It f Mad? 

i I Can't racall 

82, What partlas wara Involvad? 



I I Can't racall 
83« m what court was It ftlad? 



I I Can't ratMll 



^* !! y«< ^^v* any additional conwints ragarding 

oarnlng pay aqulty, plaasa usa tha spaca pro- 
vldad baloM « If nacassary, attach additional 
shaats* 



Nana of parson «ho ffllad out this qaastlohnalra 
and who i«ay bicootactad for clarification of ras- 
ponsas. If nacassary: (PLEASE PRINT) 



NAME: 

TITLE: 
AOORESS: 



TELEPHONE 
NUMBER: 



aGD/i«s/4-a6 



Thank you for your halp« 



(966239) 



«U.t.OOVERNMENTPIIINnNO OFFICE: ISM — ISI-US/UITI 
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Request for atpies of gao reports should be sent to: 



U.S. Goiei^ Acoountiiig CMlloe 
PdstOfflce Bene 6015 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877 



Telephone 202-275-6241 

The first five copies of each report are free. Additional copia are 
S2.00each. 



There is a 25% discoiint on orders for IGO or more copies mailed to a 



Orders must bei^repaid fcy cash or by check or money ordor made out to 
the Superihtoideht of Documoits. 
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